cipline's growth over the past century, neither publications nor conferences can encompass the whole field any longer. Indeed, the division of the field by. media or historical periods, vividly displayed by the numerous societies gathering ancient (American Institute of Archaeology), medieval (International Congress of Medieval Studies), Renaissance (Renaissance Society of America, Sixteenth Century Studies), architecture (Society of Architectural Historians), and other specialist scholars, is a natural response to a complex condition. However, if the presence of specialized scholarly sites is a positive and inevitable feature of a developed discourse, the absence of dialogue among them is not. To be sure, isolation is problematic in all cases, but that this absence of dialogue should be particularly true of architectural and art history-especially the closer we get to the modern period-calls for an assessment because it reflects on the state of the discipline as a whole and raises some important questions. Is this split a recent phenomenon, or was it built into the very foundation of the discipline? Are its causes methodological, or is it due to the different natures of the objects studied, whose research demands specialized techniques and expertise? What are the consequences of this split for architecture and the academy? And finally, is it endemic, or can (and should) it be checked?
Of course, the gradual withdrawal of architecture from the heart of academic art history should not be read in negative terms only, for if there have been losses, there have also been gains. Thus, in the centrifugal movement that has swept the humanities in the past two or three decades, architectural history has found a second home in the schools of architecture and in the discourses they foster.2 Unlike art history, whose relationship with the practice of contemporary art has remained distant, architectural history has been able to operate in two arenas and so to address a wider audience in a variety of contexts and ways.3
In itself, this development need not have brought about the simultaneous distancing of architectural history from the history of art. Yet both the way a discipline is taught and its location in the university affect its discourse; more importantly, they also constitute important public statements about its aims and thus shape its reception by the academy. In this case, the fact that since the 1970s architecture schools have embraced history once more in their curricula, after a hiatus of several decades, has paradoxically contributed to the fragmentation of the discipline. For example, such an association with the professional schools suggests that specialized expertise is required to engage the study of architecture and raises psychological barriers that often discourage students and scholars from entering the field. The appropriation of history by a profession-driven discourse has also added fuel to the perennial debate on the relationship and location of history vis-a-vis theory and criticism, traditionally the domain of architects since Vitruvius at the very least. The presence of an alternative vantage point from which to examine architecture's past has certainly enriched the discourse, but it has also caused a divide within the field. It is true that in a world that has lost its faith in the Archimedean vantage point of the historian, the separation of history from theory and criticism and their location in different university departments and publication venues is ever more difficult to defend. Yet, old sins have long shadows, and the limitations placed upon the objects of art history at the height of its positivistic self-definition still cause drawn lines within the field.4
However, one of the most serious consequences of the reinsertion of history in architecture schools has been the reconfiguration of the modern field. Most often, the history and theory of modernity (variously defined as the period from c. 1750 or c. 1900 to the present) are claimed away from art history departments and are thus separated from the study of architecture of earlier periods. Split between two homes, the discourse of architecture thus loses its unity, and the internal logic of a self-referential art that requires both a synchronic and a diachronic study is obscured from view. This temporal split also effectively severs architecture from the research and teaching of the modern period in the field of art history, yet in the last decades this has been the real growth industry for the academy, and the separation has been a loss for both.5
Publication venues have come to mirror and therefore reinforce this split. Important architecture journals such as but the path to the development of such a discourse did not lead to art history.8 Studies of typologies, the columnar orders, mass culture, tectonics, materials, the vernacular, urban issues, and professional tools and processes took precedence over the issues of style and iconography that loomed large in art-historical studies and thus signaled a divergence of interests.9
It cannot be denied that the modern redefinition of architecture and history's location within it has broadened our spectrum of concerns and even contributed to the discipline's health and growth by expanding its field of action. However, the realignment of architectural history within the academy has also resulted in a real breach in the discourse-not an outward breach, but a fissure, more serious because not immediately apparent. Split between fields, architectural history appears to be a conflicted academic terrain and thus it mystifies students and scholars alike. In a world of diminishing resources such a perception has also had less intellectually based ( Finally, the vocabulary of art history itself, its lexical field, is partly indebted to architecture. The prominence of the monument as object of study and the ensuing categories for its analysis stem from a tight imbrication of discourses that goes back to Johann Joachim Winckelmann and the classical tradition that he inherited. Since bodily qualities were understood to constitute a bond across the arts, categories developed initially for the analysis of sculpture traveled easily to architecture.22 The impulse to privilege the monument and its features could find no better home, and it is here that much of the critical vocabulary to describe it was developed, sharpened, and refined. Reabsorbed into the larger discourse of the visual arts, it furnished the field with a critical/analytical language that bespoke a shared problematic and invited exchanges among fields.
Architecture's early use of photography offered a visual counterpart to this verbal orientation toward the monument. Architectural photography itself was an offshoot of a preservation campaign, particularly that of the Monuments historiques with its focus on the medieval French heritage. However, photographs such those by Edouard Baldus that recorded, aestheticized, isolated, and monumentalized buildings institutionalized a genre of representation that survived in the ubiquitous art history slides and thus affected the very tools with which the field was studied and the lens through which the art objects were seen.23 However, if in the first half of the century architecture and art history were at work on a common project, their paths soon diverged. Over the subsequent decades other issues took over the attention of the art history academy: among them iconography and style held pride of place, and from the later 1960s on social history and linguistic theory have also much affected its course. In the last two decades iconography has been recast into image theory and visual/verbal issues,24 and the cultural "other" (as defined in gender and colonialism studies)25 along with historiography have joined a renewed panopticum of art-historical concerns.26 Yet not all these trends find easy or relevant application to architecture, the exceptions being social, gender, and colonialism issues. In fact, even when concerns such as ARCHITECTURAL HISTORY AND THE HISTORY OF ARTthese are shared, art-historical research rarely intersects with architectural scholarship.27 Elsewhere, the continued relevance of once shared methodologies has been diverse.
Despite a steady stream of patronage studies, the social history of art has lost the leadership role it once held in art history.28 In architecture, however, social history and Marxism in particular have not only furnished powerful models for its historical discourse ever since the 1960s, but they continue to do so.29 As an eminently public art form, more directly affecting social and political behavior than the other visual arts, architecture remains an ideal subject for the application of Marxist and social-history methodologies.
The embrace of wider cultural issues within art history has also led to a sustained effort to reconfigure its discourse (and the departments where it is taught) into visual and cultural studies. Architecture does not fit easily in this expanded field. The painted or printed image can be readily consumed as one among many exempla of material culture, unlike buildings, which are complex, three-dimensional objects that often take generations to build. Such a process unfolding over the longue duree causes authorship and period style to recede and consequently makes architecture far less useful as a snapshot of cultural trends and mindscapes. Of course, these are only a few instances of a disjunction within the discipline undertaken primarily from a North American perspective; the list cannot even begin to be exhaustive. But they describe a pattern where opportunity and loss stand side by side. On the one hand, art history has developed discourses and tools-particularly relating to representation, image construction, and visual narrativethat architectural history has been less attentive to but which may serve it well; on the other hand, both fields have tended to ignore the exchanges among the arts, the sites that facilitated such exchanges, and their consequences.
Ultimately, the slowly widening chasm between architectural and art history does not seem to arise either from any particular technical expertise that they require or from a diversely defined historian's craft (where we find evidence and how we marshal our arguments). The real divide lies in the nature of the objects we study, for they guide what we choose to raise to the status of problem and where we find our conceptual models.
It also lies in our different relationship to the present. 
